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The purpose of this study was to assess special 
education teachers' perception of the implementation 
of the Individualized Education Program (IEP) and to 
evaluate the degree to which the teachers implemented 
the IEP in accordance with the provisions of Public 
Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children 
Act for the school year 1977-1978. 
The subjects used in this study were thirty-nine 
special education teachers who were trained at Atlanta 
University during the years 1972-1977 through the Bureau 
of Education for the Handicapped Program. The teachers 
were mailed a twenty item questionnaire which elicited 
responses about the content of the IEP and the develop¬ 
ment of the IEP. The data collected was used to analyze 
the teachers' responses to the twenty items. 
The findings of the study indicate that the majority 
of teachers surveyed understand how the IEP is to be im¬ 
plemented and are implementing it in accordance with the 
provisions of Public Law 94-142. 
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Rationale/Statement of the Problem 
The history of the American people has been punc¬ 
tuated by a variety of human rights movements. Each of 
these movements has attempted to obtain and secure the 
right of the American promise. Human rights movements 
have worked to make America fulfill its promises of 
opportunity for every American which is contained in 
the Constitution and the Declaration of Independence, 
the cornerstone of the nation's political foundation. 
The Handicapped Rights Movement has coexisted with 
the Civil Rights Movement, The Women's Rights Movement 
and the other human rights movements that have arisen 
since the founding of the American nation. The major 
obstacles that the Civil Rights and the Handicapped 
Rights Movements have had to overcome have been to 
insure that the rights granted to all Americans are not 
denied to some group within America. The major differ¬ 
ence between the Handicapped Rights Movement and the 
other human rights movements, i.e. Civil Rights, has 
been the path followed to eliminate discrimination 
against the victimized group. 
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Black people in the United States, in efforts to 
insure their civil rights were labeled the "petitioners" 
because of the legal requirements to petition courts for 
redress of grievances. The Handicapped Rights Movement 
has only recently turned to the courts to eliminate discrim¬ 
ination against the handicapped. As a result, the struggle 
to secure the rights of the handicapped has realized a 
great deal of success in legislative chambers throughout 
the United States. However, the existence of state 
statutes insuring some of the rights of the handicapped 
should not be considered as general non-discriminatory 
statutes protecting the rights of handicapped people. 
For example, state statutes providing for the education 
of the handicapped have existed in some states since 
the early 1900's. Nevertheless, little can be said 
about the progress made under the provisions of these 
statutes to educate the handicapped. 
The most progressive and productive legislation 
designed to address the educational needs of the 
handicapped is of recent vintage. Several important 
legislative acts have been enacted to insure the edu¬ 
cational rights of the handicapped. Although the 
courts have not been the major actuators in the struggle 
to guarantee the rights of handicapped children, there 
were two court decisions which served as building blocks 
for the achievement of the educational rights of the 
handicapped. All of the legislative and judicial 
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developments were lodestars indicating the ultimate 
victory over discrimination in education against the 
handicapped. The legislative capstone in the fight 
to insure the educational rights of the handicapped 
is Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act. This legislation was passed in 1975. 
The evolution of Public Law 94-142, the Education 
for All Handicapped Children Act, represents a water¬ 
shed development in handicapped rights. Successful 
implementation of the law appears to be centered around 
the production of the the Individualized Education 
Program (IEP) as mandated by the provisions stated in 
the law. Therefore, given the important role of the 
special education teachers in the implementation of the 
IEP, the prupose of this study is to assess the teacher's 
perception of the implementation of the IEP for the 
school year 1977-1978, the first year of implementation 
based on the provisions stated in Public Law 94-142. 
Evolution of the Problem 
The Individualized Education Program as a manage¬ 
ment tool appears to have evolved out of teaching tech¬ 
niques for diagnostic-prescriptive teaching. Diagnostic 
prescriptive teaching involves "determining the educa¬ 
tional relevance of the child's disability and designing 
teaching procedures to yield desirable changes in the 
child's academic progress, emotional condition, and 
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social adjustment.The IEP builds upon this technique 
in that it is an individualized education program written 
for a single child to serve the child's special needs. 
The Individualized Education Program is written on the 
child's level of performance based on assessment infor¬ 
mation. 
There are many similarities between these teaching 
techniques. They are implemented through the modifi¬ 
cation of variable factors in the school such as the 
teacher's attitude or approach, the teaching methods, 
the specific educational objectives for the child, 
special services, placement and personnel, curriculum, 
instructional materials and equipment. In spite of 
the similarities, there are significant differences. 
The major differences between the Individualized 
Education Program and diagnostic-perscriptive teaching 
is that the Individualized Education Program is re¬ 
quired by law for all handicapped children, it is 
developed in a group meeting consisting of the parent 
or parents of the child, the teacher, a representative 
of the local education agency or an intermediate 
educational unit, and the child. Further, the Individ¬ 
ualized Education Program must be signed by the parent 
or guardian of the child for whom the program is com¬ 
posed. Diagnostic-prescriptive teaching is not 
federally mandated. 
Lawrence J. Peter, Prescriptive Teaching, 4th 
ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1965), p. 1. 
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The Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to assess special 
education teachers' perception of the implementation 
of the IEP for the school year 1977-1978, the first 
year of implementation based on the provisions stated 
in Public Law 94-142, and to evaluate the degree to 
which these teachers, who were trained through the 
Bureau of Education for the Handicapped Program (BEH) 
at Atlanta University during the years 1972-1977, are 
adhering to the process mandated by the Education for 
All Handicapped Children Act for the implementation of 
the IEP. 
Limitations 
The special education teachers used in this study 
were not randomly selected. Therefore, the findings of 
the study are applicable to the BEH trained special 
education teachers who attended Atlanta University 
during the years 1972-1977. Also, an analysis of the 
responses pertaining to the study apply only to the 
implementation of the Individualized Education Program 
during the year 1977-1978. 
Definition of Terms 
The following terms are defined as they are 
related to the study: 
1. Behavior Disorders - A child would be 
said to be behavior disordered if his 
behavior is so inappropriate or dis- 
tructive to himself or others that it 
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interferes with receiving all or part of 
his education in the regular classroom 
situation. The child's primary difficulty 
is emotional behavior and cannot be ex¬ 
plained satisfactorily by any other handi¬ 
capping condition.2 
2. Bureau of Education for the Handicapped 
7B~EH) - Assists state colleges and uni- 
versities, and other institutions and 
agencies in meeting the educational needs 
of the nation's handicapped children who 
require special services. It administers 
programs such as support of training for 
teachers and other professional personnel; 
grants for research; financial aid to help 
states to initiate, expand and improve their 
resources; and media services and captioned 
films for the deaf.3 
3. Coordinator - An employee assigned to pro¬ 
mote cooperation between the school and some 
phase of the community life among units and 
individuals within the school system.4 
4. Handicapped Children - Children who are 
mentally retared, hard of hearing, deaf, 
orthopedically impaired, speech impaired, 
visually handicapped, seriously emotionally 
disturbed, or children with specific learning 
disabilities who by reason thereof require 
special education or related services.5 
^Georgia Department of Education, Special Education 
Regulations and Procedures, by Office of Instructional 
Services, Division of Early Childhood and Special Educa¬ 
tion (Atlanta, Georgia: Georgia Department of Education, 
1976) , p. 25. 
^Office of the Federal Register, United States 
Government Manual, National Archives and Record Service, 
General Service Administration, 1976-1977, p. 250. 
^William H. Lucio and John D. McNeil, Supervision : 
A Synthesis of Thought and Action (New York: McGraw-Hill 
Book Company, 1969) p^ 24. 
^Joseph Ballard and Jeffrey Zettel, "Public Law 
94-142 and Section 504: What They Say About Rights and 
Protection," Journal of Exceptional Children, 44 (November 
1977) : 177. 
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5. Individualized Education Program - A written 
statement on each handicapped child developed 
in any meeting by a representative of the 
local educational unit who shall be quali¬ 
fied to provide or supervise the provisions 
of specifically designed instruction to meet 
the unique needs of handicapped children, a 
teacher, the parent or guardian of such child, 
and whenever appropriate, such child. The 
statement shall include a statement of the 
present levels of educational performance of 
such child, a statement of annual goals, in¬ 
cluding short-term instructional objectives, 
a statement of the specific educational ser¬ 
vices to be provided to such child, and the 
extent to which such child will be able to 
participate in regular educational programs, 
the projected date for initiation and antici¬ 
pated duration of such services and, appropri¬ 
ate objective criteria and evaluation pro¬ 
cedures and schedules for determining on at 
least an annual basis, whether instructional 
objectives are being achieved.® 
6. Interrelated Program- The term interrelated 
refers to a combination program in which a 
teacher works with children who are mildly 
specifically learning disabled, behaviorally 
disordered or educably mentally retarded.7 
7. Itinerant Program - An educational unit where 
a traveling teacher on a regularly scheduled 
basis, usually three, four or five days per 
week, provide educational services to handi¬ 
capped children. The service lasts a minimum 
of one hour per day.^ 
8. Learning Disabilities - Refers to one or more 
significant deficits in the essential learning 
processes involved in using written or spoken 
^Atlanta Public Schools, Focus : The IEP Process 
for Developing Individualized Education Plan, Atlanta 
Public Schools Services for Execeptional Children (Atlanta, 
Georgia: Atlanta Public School System 1977). 
7 
Georgia Department of Education, Regulations and 
Procedures, p. 25. 
^Bill R. Gearheart, Learning Disabilities: Educational 
Strategies (Saint Louis: The C. V. Mosley Company, 1977), 
p. 30. 
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language. These may be manifested in dis¬ 
orders of listening, thinking, reading, 
writing, spelling, or arithmetic. They do 
not include learning disabilities which are 
due primarily to visual, hearing or motor 
handicaps, to mental retardation, emotional 
disturbance or environmental disadvantages.9 
9. Mentally Retarded Program - An educational 
unit for working with retarded children who 
have the potential for personal, social and 
emotional growth leading to independent, 
productive living.10 
10. Public Law 94-142 - The Education for All 
Handicapped Children Act is legislation 
passed by the United States Congress and 
signed into law by President Gerald R. 
Ford on November 29, 1975. The "94" in¬ 
dicates that this law was passed by the 
94th Congress. The "142" indicates that 
this law was the 142nd law passed by that 
session of the Congress to be signed into 
law by the President. The purpose of this 
law is to: 
a. Guarantee the availability of special 
programming to handicapped children 
and youth who require it. 
b. Assure fairness and appropriateness 
in decision making with regard to 
providing special education to handi¬ 
capped children and youth. 
c. Establish clear management and auditing 
requirements and procedures regarding 
special education at all levels of 
government. 
d. Financially assist the efforts of 
state and local government through 
the use of federal funds.H 
yGeorgia Department of Education, 
and Procedures, p. 26. 
Regulations 
lOlbid, p. 23. 
11Ballard and Zettel, "Rights and Protection," 
p. 179. 
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11. Related Services - Refers to transporta¬ 
tion, and such developmental corrective, 
and other supportive services (including 
speech pathology and audiology, psycho¬ 
logical services, physical and occupational 
therapy, recreation, and medical and coun¬ 
seling services, except that such medical 
services shall be for diagnostic and 
evaluation purposes only) as may be re¬ 
quired to assist a handicapped child to 
benefit from special education, and in¬ 
cludes an assessment of handicapping con¬ 
ditions in children.12 
12. Resource Program - An educational unit where 
children are enrolled to receive special 
education services for less than one half 
of the school day. The rest of the school 
day is spent in the regular classroom.^ 
13. Self-Contained Program - An educational 
unit designed for children who require a 
more structured program over a long period 
of time specifically for their handicapping 
condition.14 
14. Special Education - Especially designed 
instruction, at no cost to the parents or 
guardians, to meet the uniqueness of a 
handicapped child, including classroom 
instruction and physical education, home 





Georgia Department of Education, Regulations 
and Procedures, p. 18. 
14 
15 
Ibid., p. 19. 




REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
History of the Handicapped Rights Movement 
The passage of Public Law 94-142 on November 29, 
1975 represented a watershed development in the struggle 
for the rights of the handicapped. However, the diffi¬ 
culties associated with the implementation of the law 
could frustrate congressional intent. The handicapped 
rights movement carries the weight of moral persuasion, 
and it is supported by the tradition of equal rights 
which provide the philosophical underpinnings of the 
American political system. In the heady atmospher of 
congressional policy making, some of the handicapped 
legislation, namely P. L. 94-142, has been designed to 
eliminate inequality for the education of the handi¬ 
capped, but Congress may not have considered a vital 
component in successful implementation of the law—the 
attitudes of classroom teachers. The ultimate success 
of the Handicapped Rights Movement in education may 
hinge on the extent to which classroom teachers are 
inspired by the moral persuasion of the Handicapped 
Rights Movement to overcome the difficulties associated 
10 
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with the implementation of such laws as Public Law 94- 
142. 
Historically, a variety of attitudes have been 
displayed toward the handicapped. The ancients did 
nothing to solve the problems of the handicapped and 
viewed them as simply a burden on society. During the 
Middle Ages, the deaf, blind and other handicapped 
people were recipients of almsgiving. Medieval thinking 
required a tolerant attitude toward the handicapped be¬ 
cause gods expected it. In the eighteen and nineteenth 
centuries, little was done to make the handicapped pro¬ 
ductive members of society. 
America's involvement in special education is of 
recent origin. In the American federalist tradition, 
educational responsibilities are delegated to the states 
in the United States Constitution. Therefore, the 
earliest indication of American involvement in special 
education would be found at the state level. Many of 
the early state constitutions spoke freely and loosely 
of educating all children, but no efforts were made to 
meet the needs of handicapped children.^ 
One of the first attempts to deal with the edu¬ 
cation of the handicapped was in Hartford, Connecticut, 
through the asylum concept. In the early 1800's, the 
IJohn W. Melcher, "Law, Litigation, and Handicapped 
Children," 43 (November 1976): 127. 
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American Asylum for the Deaf and Dumb was established 
in Hartford. According to John W. Melcher, statutory 
provisions mandating or allowing education for the 
handicapped existed by 1911. Illinois, Minnesota, New 
Jersey, New York and Wisconsin all had statutory pro- 
2 
visions on handicapped education by 1917. Unfortunately, 
it is difficult to say a great deal more about the pro¬ 
gress of educating the handicapped as a fulfillment of 
the rights of handicapped children. The statutory pro¬ 
visions mentioned earlier did not lead to the complete 
fulfillment of the educational rights of the handicapped. 
Consequently, the educational rights of the handicapped 
are only recently being fulfilled in legislation. Yet, 
the implementation of the legislation may continue to 
frustrate the efforts to fulfill the educational needs 
of the handicapped. 
The most successful efforts to redress grievances 
of the handicapped have been made in the courts. Since 
1972, many cases have been directed at establishing the 
right to education. The problem now is not so much 
establishing the right to education as it is imple¬ 
menting it and assuring its quality. In general, the 
cases have established several significant points 
relative to the education of the handicapped. In sum¬ 
mary, the following points have been made: 
^Ibid., p. 128. 
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1. All children can learn; we can teach them. 
2. When the state undertakes to educate all 
children, it cannot exclude the handi¬ 
capped. 
3. Handicapped children are entitled to an 
"appropriate" education, one suited to 
their needs and conditions. 
4. Handicapped children should be placed in 
the least restrictive alternative appro¬ 
priate program. That is, they should be 
mainstreamed into a regular educational 
program, if the program is appropriate 
and beneficial to the child and suited 
to his needs and conditions. 
5. No child may be excluded from a placement 
or program without first having a pro¬ 
cedural due process opportunity to pro¬ 
test . 
6. There must be a continuing counting of 
the handicapped population so schools 
can plan programs for them, appropriate 
funds for them and include them in 
school.^ 
Two of the most heralded and precedent setting 
right to education lawsuits occurred in the early 1970's 
in Pennsylvania and the District of Columbia. It was 
in fact these cases that initiated the revolution in 
educational rights for the handicapped. In January 1971, 
the Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children (PARC) 
brought a class action suit against the Common Wealth 
of Pennsylvania in Federal District Court for the alleged 
^H. Rutherford Turnbull, III, Special Education 
and Law: Implications for the Schools (Keynote Address 
delivered to the Council of Administrations of Special 
Education International Convention, III), p. 1. 
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failure of the state to provide all of its school age 
children who were retarded with access to free public 
education. The court supervised agreement decreed that 
the state could not apply any policy that would post¬ 
pone, terminate, or deny children who were mentally 
retarded access to a publicly supported education. 
Following the decision, a second, similar federal 
decree was achieved in 1972. In Mills v. Board of Edu¬ 
cation of the District of Columbia (1972), the parents 
and guardians asserted that all children, regardless of 
the severeity of their handicap, were entitled to an 
appropriate free public education.4 
The landmark cases in Pennsylvania and the District 
of Columbia have been followed by other cases. A suit 
was filed against the New Orleans Parrish School District 
and the State of Louisiana. In turn, that case was fol¬ 
lowed by about four or five cases in the state of North 
Carolina and by cases in Maryland, Kentucky, Rhode 
Island, Maine, Delaware, Colorado, Nevada, Wisconsin, 
5 
New York, Massachusetts, and North Dakota. 
As demonstrated by the foregoing cases, significant 
progress has been made in assuring the rights to an education 
^Peter Kuriloff, Robert True, David Kirp and 
William Buss, "Legal Reform and Educational Change: The 
Pennsylvania Case," Journal of Exceptional Children 44 
(September 1974), p.—35. 
^Thomas K. Gilhool, "Education: An Inalianable 
Right," Journal of Exceptional Children 39 (May 1973): 598. 
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for the handicapped. However, it is important to under¬ 
stand that it is possible for courts to provide remedies 
for eliminating discrimination against the handicapped 
without addressing constitutional questions or setting 
precedents. For example, the PARC cases were settled 
through an agreement worked out by the court. Conse¬ 
quently, no legal precedent was set. It was previously 
stated that most states have mandatory statutes requiring 
free public education for all children. Since the states 
are directly responsible for education and provide 
substantial funding for it, state laws are probably 
the most adequate vehicle for eliminating discrimination 
against the handicapped in education. Despite their 
appropriateness, state laws have not carried the where¬ 
withal to remove completely discrimination against the 
handicapped in education. 
According to Alan Abeson, "too frequently, manda¬ 
tory requirements have been ignored. In virtually every 
state many handicapped children in need of special 
£ 
education services have been unable to attain them." 
Abeson continues by stating that "a review of this 
legislation was minimally related to expanding educa¬ 
tional opportunities for the handicapped^ 
/T 
Alan Abeson,"Movement and Momentum: Government 
and the Education of Handicapped Children—II," 
Journal of Exceptional Children 41 (October 1974) : 109. 
^Ibid. 
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The new forms of state legislation being written 
today are different primarily because many laws continue 
basic policies mandating the education of all handicapped 
children. The following legislation by states makes 
specific provisions not found in earlier legislation: 
1. The legislation specifically mandates edu¬ 
cation for all handicapped children, e.g. 
North Carolina. 
2. Many state legislatures are establishing 
dates by which compliance must be achieved, 
e.g. Kansas. 
3. An important element in emerging state law 
is the incorporation of many of the legal 
principles that have been established through 
right to education and associated litigation. 
Perhaps the most significant of these ele¬ 
ments are provisions requiring that any 
alternation of a child's educational status 
must be governed by adequate due process 
provisions that are primarily designed to 
notify parents or guardians of changes in 
the handicapped child's educational status, 
e.g. Missouri. 
4. Another observable trend in recent legislation 
is emphasis upon the placement of handicapped 
children in educational programs which are as 
close to the regular educational program as 
possible, yet in which they can effectively 
learn, e.g. Wisconsin. 
5. A significant breakthrough in educating the 
handicapped has been achieved because state 
statutes now make provisions for adequate 
funding. For example, West Virginia went 
from $564,268 in 1971 to $2.7 million 
available in 1973-1974. 
6. In addition to adequate funding, many states 
have legislated penalities directed at local 
school agencies which fail to implement the 
state's mandate, e.g. Maine.® 
^Ibid., p. 110. 
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Since all states in the union receive substantial 
federal funds to help equalize the quality of education 
throughtout the country to eliminate barriers presented 
by the different financial resources of the individual 
states, it is important to consider the federal role in 
special education. A review of the literature con¬ 
cerning federal legislation on handicapped education 
reveals the existence of several important pieces of 
legislation that have made significant contributions in 
the handicapped rights movement relative to education. 
Legislative Evolution of Public 
Law 94-142 
The federal legislative initiative began with the 
Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA) and is culminating 
in the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, 
(P. L. 94-142). The relevant aspect of EHA is known as 
EHA-B which provided funds for the handicapped which went 
through state educational agencies to local school dis¬ 
tricts. An attendant program, P. L. 89-313, provided 
funds for state operated facilities which provided ser¬ 
vices to the handicapped. 
In 1974 EHA-B and P. L. 89-313 were amended by 
the Education amendments of 1974 changed P. L. 89-313 
to require that all children in participating agencies 
be provided an education that is commensurate with 
their special needs and that meets state education 
agency standards. Also, it became possible for the 
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first time under this program for federal dollars to 
follow deinstitutionalized children back into schools in 
their own community.9 
As for EHA-B, most of the amendments made by P. L. 
93-380 were patterned after legislation already enacted 
by many states, such as: North Carolina, Kansas, Missouri, 
Wisconsin, West Virginia, Maine and Georgia. For those 
states that did not have such laws, the amendment imposed 
sweeping federal requirements on local and state agencies. 
Despite these significant pieces of legislation related 
to the education of handicapped children, several serious 
problems remained in assuming that all handicapped chil¬ 
dren were receiving an education to meet their needs 
and that discrimination was not practiced in the educa¬ 
tional community toward the handicapped child. 
By April 1975, it was evident that the movement to 
assure the educational rights of the handicapped child 
had a few major hurdles left to surmont. When the Sub¬ 
committee on Select Education and the Subcommittee on 
the Handicapped began a series of legislative hearings 
in both Washington, D. C. and elsewhere around the 
country to extend and amend the Education of the Handi¬ 
capped Amendments of 1974, three serious problems were 
extant. First, over 1.75 million children with handicaps 
9john Jones,"Federal Aid to States," Journal of 
Exceptional Children 43 (November 1976): 138. 
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in the United States were being excluded entirely from 
receiving a public education solely on the basis of 
their handicap. Secondly, over half of the estimated 
eight million handicapped children in this country were 
not receiving the appropriate educational services they 
needed. Thirdly, many other children with handicaps 
were still being placed in inappropriate educational 
seetings because their handicaps were undetected or 
because of a violation of their individual rights."^ 
Through the hearing of the subcommittees on edu¬ 
cation and the handicapped, Congress has learned that 
despite state and federal legislation passed prior to 
1975, many handicapped children were denied an educa¬ 
tion. For example, an analysis of 1970 census data done 
by the Children's Defense Fund concluded that out of all 
school children most of them share a common characteristic 
of differentness by virtue of race, income, physical men¬ 
tal or emotional 'handicap' and age. Compulsory state 
attendance laws often permitted handicapped children 
to be excluded from school. For example, 
If a child with a handicap was in need of 
transportation to get to a program or if 
a program was needed but not available, 
then denial of service was considered in 
some jurisdictions to be legitimate.H 
-^Alan Abenson and Jeffrey Zettel, "The End of 
Quiet Revolution: The Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act of 1975," Journal of Exceptional Children 
44 (October 1977): 114. 
11 Ibid. 
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The Congress also found that many handicapped chil¬ 
dren were not receiving an appropriate education. 
Congress began to see the need to have the needs of 
each handicapped child clearly met by programs tailored 
for them. This issue was a very important one in the 
struggle to secure the educational rights of handicapped 
children because it was possible for a child to have 
access to an educational program without that education 
benefiting the child. Consequently, an attendant issue 
to appropriate education for the handicapped was to meet 
the individual educational needs of each handicapped 
child. The findings of the hearings informed Congress 
of the discriminatory evaluation procedures affecting 
handicapped children. 
As a result of the findings, Public Law 94-142 
addresses the well documented and researched problem 
of discriminatory evaluation. The policy directive 
contained in P. L. 94-142 are straightforward and 
clear in their intent to remedy these negative prac¬ 
tices that have had impact not only upon minority 
group children but also upon some handicapped children. 
To deal with the past problems of inappropriate 
educational services being provided to children with 
handicaps, the Congress included as a major require¬ 
ment that each child be provided with a written 
Individualized Education Program (IEP). The IEP is 
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the central building block to understanding and effec¬ 
tively complying with the Act, Implementation of P. L. 
94-142 will be determined by the success with which 
the IEP is developed. As previously stated, the Con¬ 
gressional intent of P. L. 94-142 could be frustrated 
by the teacher's failure to implement the IEP. 
The Individualized Education Program (IEP) 
Public Law 94-142 requires that a written In¬ 
dividualized Education Program be developed for every 
handicapped child, who is in need of special education 
and related services, early in the school year. The 
Individualized Education Program must be developed in 
a group meeting which must consist of four persons 
specified by the law. These persons are: (1) a 
representative of the local educational agency who 
shall be qualified to provide or supervise the pro¬ 
vision of, specially designed instruction. It is the 
representative's responsibility to: present the 
various recommendations for programming to the parents 
and to act as spokesperson for the local or intermediate 
areas school system; determine and note when the ser¬ 
vices are to begin and what procedures are to be 
carried out for purposes of evaluation; advise parents 
of their rights; reproduce any data to be shared with 
the parents having information available regarding 
the community service agencies to which the school 
might be referring the family for other than educational 
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or special educational services, and generally acting 
as a resource person to the family; and determine that 
the basic ingredients of the IEP are present as required 
by law, that it is completed within local and state 
guidelines, and that all components of the program as 
stated in writing are reasonable and feasible; (2) The 
teacher or teachers of the child function is to ex¬ 
plain to the parents the various classroom techniques 
that will be used to meet the annual goals; (3) The 
parents or guardians act as the advocate for the child 
and provide unique information about the development, 
nature, and needs of the child; and (4) Whenever it is 
appropriate, the child may present his view of decisions 
12 
being contemplated and the alternative being presented. 
The foregoing persons are specified by the law 
to be involved in the development of the IEP because it 
appears that these persons will make the best decisions 
regarding the services needed that represent the child's 
best interests. However, it must be noted that the law 
stipulates that other professionals may also be involved 
in the meeting. The IEP is not a contract. It is 
clearly a statement setting forth what will be provided 
to the child. 
Public Law 94-142 also specifies what will be 
contained in the content of the (IEP). The content 
12 Scottie Torres, A Primer on Individualized 
Education Programs for Handicapped Children, (The 
Foundation for Exceptional Children), 1977, p. 5. 
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of the IEP must include: (1) a statement of the child's 
present level of educational performance. The level 
of performance is determined by the assessment informa¬ 
tion. The assessment information must be specific enough 
that any special instructional services can be determined. 
(2) A statement of annual goals, including short-term 
instructional objectives. The goals and objectives com¬ 
municate what has been and what will be taught and what 
has been learned in a given period of time. (2) A state¬ 
ment of the specific educational services to be provided. 
This statement describes the specially designed instruc¬ 
tions and how related services will support the child's 
special education. (4) The extent to which the child 
will be able to participate in regular education pro¬ 
grams. Provisions of the law stipulate that the child 
may only be removed from the regular educational en¬ 
vironment when the nature or severity of the handicap 
is such that education in regular classes with the use 
of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved 
satisfactorily. Therefore, the days, hours, and minutes 
that the child will participate in the regular class 
must be indicated on the IEP. (5) The projected date 
for initiation and anticiapted duration of such ser¬ 
vices. (6) Appropriate objective criteria, evaluation 
procedures, and schedules for determining on at least 
an annual bais, whether instructional objectives are 
being achieved. An evaluation of the child's 
24 
Individualized Education Program is required by law to 
provide evidence that those services that the child is 
receiving are making a significant difference in the 
life of the child.^ 
Developing an education program to serve the in¬ 
dividual needs of children is not a new objective in 
American education. Educators have often emphasized 
determining the learning strengths and weakness and to 
some degree, the learning styles of individual children. 
One of the most common teaching techniques is diagnostic- 
prescriptive teaching which combines evaluation and 
programming. Such a program is described in Skokie, 
Illinois, in which responsibilities are divided be¬ 
tween a diagnostic teacher and a remedial teacher. 
The diagnostic teacher is responsible for: (1) Screening 
the school population to identify children with learning 
disabilities; (2) giving diagnostic tests to identify 
and diagnose children with learning disabilities; 
(3) requesting special services, such as psychological 
or medical aid, when necessary; (4) evaluating the 
child; and (5) formulating educational prescriptions 
or a teaching plan. The duties of the remedial teacher 
are to implement the educational prescription by teaching 
the child. The remedial teacher meets the child several 
times a week in a small group or individually. The 
13 Ibid., p. 6. 
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The educational prescriptions are designed to be suffi¬ 
ciently clear and detailed to be carried out by faculty 
who are learning disabilities specialists but are class- 
• 14 room teachers by training and experience. The continuous 
practice of educators to utilize the diagnostic-prescriptive 
method, suggests that diagnostic prescriptive teaching 
is somewhat effective. 
The effectiveness of diagnostic-prescriptive teaching 
was researched in a study which proposed to find out 
whether there would be a significant difference between 
the gains in reading and mathematics achievement and 
improvement in self-concepts of those pupils under 
teachers participating in a diagnostic-prescriptive 
inservice training program and those under teachers 
participating in traditional inservice training pro¬ 
grams. Based on the findings relative to reading and 
math achievement data, the researcher concluded that 
the diagnostive-prescriptive teaching approach to pro¬ 
viding inservice training experience for teachers, 
when conducted as described in the study, produces 
superior results in reading and mathematics academic 
achievement of the teacher's pupils as compared to the 
reading and mathematics academic achievement of pupils 
14Janet W. Lerner, Children with Learning Disa- 
bilities, 2nd Ed. (Boston, Houghton Mifflin Compan, HT76) , 
p. 358. 
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whose teachers are provided traditional inservice train- 
15 mg experience. 
Based on the findings relative to self-concept 
data, the researcher concluded that there is no signifi¬ 
cant difference in the improvement of the self-concepts 
of the students whose teachers participated in diagnostic- 
prescriptive inservice training program provided in the 
experiment and the improvement of the self-concepts of 
the students whose teachers were provided traditional 
T £ 
inservice training experiences. Even though, the 
research reveals that diagnostic-prescriptive teaching 
is more effective in dealing with handicapped children, 
the IEP which employs the diagnostic-prescriptive method 
will not be successful without the complete cooperation 
of the educational hierarchy. 
To maximize successful implementation of the IEP, 
cooperation is essential at each level of government 
that has educational responsibilities within the 
American system of education. In words, if not in 
deeds, it appears that the different levels of govern¬ 
ment have fulfilled their educational responsibilities 
in regards to the implementation of the IEP provisions 
of P. L. 94-142. 
l^Marvin C. Woodson, "The Effects of Diagnostic- 
Prescriptive Inservice Training on the Academic 
Achievement and Self-Concept of Educable Mentally 
Handicapped Students," (Ph.D. dissertation, University 
of South Carolina, 1976). 
16 Ibid. 
27 
Public Law 94-142, as explained by government 
authorities, require that each handicapped child be 
provided a free appropriate public education and a 
17 variety of accompanying rights. According to 
special education regulations and procedures in the 
1 g 
State of Georgia, the City of Atlanta,^ the geo¬ 
graphical boundaries of the current study, the IEP 
provisions of Public Law 94-142 are being appropriately 
implemented. 
-*-7A detailed explanation of government educational 
authorities for the interpretation of the IEP, in Alan 
Abeson and Frederick Weintraub, (Understanding the In¬ 
dividualized Education Program) in A Primer on Indi¬ 
vidualized Education Programs for Handicapped Children, 
Foundation for Exceptional Children, 1977. 
1^Gerogia Department of Education, Special Educa¬ 
tion Regulations and Procedures by Office of Instruc- 
tional Services, Division of Early Childhood and Special 
Education (Atlanta, Georgia: Georgia Department of 
Education, 1976), p. 17. 
l9Atlanta Public Schools, Focus: The IEP Process 
Manual for Developing Individualized Education Plan by 
Atlanta Public Schools Services for Exceptional Children 
(Atlanta, Georgia: Atlanta Public School System, 1977). 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Research Method and Procedural Steps 
The descriptive survey method was used in this 
study. The data for this study were collected through 
a survey of special education teachers trained in the 
Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (BEH) Program 
at Atlanta University for the years 1972-1977. Ac¬ 
cording to the records of the Special Education Depart¬ 
ment at Atlanta University, thirty-nine teachers com¬ 
pleted the BEH Program during this time. All thirty- 
nine teachers were included in the survey on which 
the analysis for the study is based. The response 
rate for this study was 100%. 
The following steps were employed in the study: 
The name, address and telephone number of 
each BEH trainee during the years 1972-1977 
were obtained from the Special Education 
Directory at Atlanta University. 
A questionnaire consisting of twenty 
questions relative to the IEP was con¬ 
structed by the researcher. 
The questionnaire was evaluated by twenty 
special education in-service teachers who 
were enrolled for classes at Atlanta 




A letter was written explaining the research, 
how the questionnaire should be filled out, 
and the date that the questionnaire should 
be returned to the researcher after it was 
completed. 
A questionnaire was mailed to thirty-nine BEH 
trainees who attended Atlanta University 
during the years 1972-1977. 
The mailing was followed up by a telephone 
call to each trainee to explain the ques¬ 
tionnaire and its importance. 
Instrument 
The instrument used in this study was a question¬ 
naire constructed by the researcher. The questionnaire 
consisted of twenty items which related to the Individ¬ 
ualized Education Program. Each item on the question¬ 
naire was set on a Likert-type Scale. The scale con¬ 
sisted of four possible responses, ranging from strongly 
agree to strongly-disagree, from which the teachers 
could choose. The responses were drawn from two cate¬ 
gories that appeared to be of major importance con¬ 
cerning the Individualized Education Program. The 
categories included the development of the Individua¬ 
lized Education Program as mandated by Public Law 
94-142 and the content of the Individualized Education 
Program as mandated by Public Law 94-142. 
Research Design 
The descriptive survey method was used in this 
study. The method involved the use of a mail- 
questionnaire was sent to thirty-nine teachers who 
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were trained in the Special Education Program at Atlanta 
University through the Bureau of Education for the 
Handicapped during the years 1972-1977. 
Data Analysis Technique 
The questionnaire consisted of two categories of 
questions. One category of questions was designed to 
elicit responses about the content of the IEP as man¬ 
dated by P. L. 94-142. The other category was designed 
to elicit responses about the development of the IEP as 
mandated by P. L. 94-142. The responses were analyzed 
in accordance with the levels of agreement among the 
respondents. The levels were: high level of agreement, 
moderate level of agreement, and low level of agreement. 
The percentage range of agreement within a category was 
determined by substracting the lowest percentage re¬ 
sponse in the category from the highest percentage re¬ 
sponse. The result was divided by three. The answer 
indicated the number of intervals that should be within 
each range of level of agreement. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
Presentation of Analysis 
The subjects of this analysis are teachers' per¬ 
ception of the Individualized Education Program as 
stated in Public Law 94-142, the Education for All 
Handicapped Children Act, and the techers' efforts to 
correctly implement the Individualized Education Program. 
The goals of the research for the study suggest that 
teacher perception is an important factor in the im¬ 
plementation of the IEP if Public Law 94-142 is to be 
successful in the accomplishment of its legislative 
intent. A descriptive study of special education 
teachers was conducted to assess how special education 
techers perceive the implementation of the IEP and the 
degree to which they are implementing the IEP in ac¬ 
cordance with P. L. 94-142 for the school year 1977- 
1978. 
The survey was applied to a specialized population 
of the Special Education Department of Atlanta University 
in Atlanta, Georgia. All thirty-nine teachers were 
recipients of a grant provided by the Special Education 
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Department through the Bureau of Education for the 
Handicapped (BEH). The BEH program at Atlanta University 
began in 1972. 
The BEH program in special education was designed 
to prepare teachers in a variety of teaching fields re¬ 
lated to the education of handicapped children. Ac¬ 
cording to the proposal submitted to the Bureau of 
Education for the Handicapped by the Special Education 
Department at Atlanta University, students are sensi¬ 
tized to leadership roles for personnel dealing with 
the mildly handicapped and learning strategies and 
techniques for the moderately to behavior disordered 
and learning disabled are selected for emphasis. 
The Special Education Department at Atlanta 
University prepares students to teach in one of several 
major areas of exceptionality including behavior dis¬ 
orders, learning disabilities, mildly handicapped and 
mental retardation. As previously stated, the student 
in each area of exceptionality is prepared to handle 
problems in areas of exceptionality by applying the 
teaching appropriate for the problem. 
For example, the program for the learning disabled 
is designed to prepare the teacher to work with children 
with special learning disabilities exhibited as a dis¬ 
order in one or more of the basic psychological pro¬ 
cesses involved in using written and spoken language. 
The Special Education Department's proposal submitted 
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to BEH also asserts that "The primary focus in the 
learning disabilities program is upon the presentation 
and amelioration of learning problems with directed 
efforts toward maintaining such children in the main¬ 
stream of education." The proposal also stated that 
"Emphasis will be placed on the diagnostic-prescriptive 
approach to the delivery of services to children in¬ 
volving regular teachers, administrative personnel and 
parents." 
The emphasis of the diagnostic-prescriptive ap¬ 
proach employed in the Special Education Department of 
Atlanta University strongly suggests that the BEH 
trainees should be well prepared to produce the IEP 
which appears to have evolved from the diagnostic- 
prescriptive technique as described on pages 24-26 of 
this study. Therefore, it is clear that the BEH 
trainees serve as an excellent subject group upon 
which the goal of the research is based for the 
present study—teacher perception is an important fac¬ 
tor in the implementation of the IEP and successful 
implementation of P. L. 94-142. The remainder of 
this chapter will be an analysis of data generated to 
the goals of the research. An analysis was done based 
on the percentage distribution of the responses to 
the questionnaire. The statements were grouped ac¬ 
cording to their relation to the content of the IEP 
and their relation to the development of the IEP. 
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An Analysis of Responses Concerning 
the Content of the IEP by 
Levels of Agreement 
High Level of Agreement 
There were nine questions related to the content 
of the IEP. Out of the nine questions, there was a 
high level of agreement on six of the questions. The 
level of agreement on the six questions ranged from 88 
percent to 100 percent (see table 1). The range of 
responses to the six questions indicates that out of 
the thirty-nine teachers surveyed, over 87 percent of 
the teachers highly agreed with the six questions. 
Most specifically, data revealed that of all the 
teachers surveyed, there was a 100 percent level of 
agreement among the respondents in answering the fol¬ 
lowing questions: The IEP was a written educational 
program based on the child's present level of per¬ 
formance; Long term objectives were not required in 
the IEP; Specific instructional materials that would 
be used as a part of the child's education were indi¬ 
cated in the IEP; and a copy of the IEP was signed by 
the parent or guardian of the child for whom the plan 
was composed. 
There was a 95 percent level of agreement among 
the respondents in answering the following question: 
Appropriate evaluation procedures that were to be used 
to assess a child's performance were written in the IEP. 
TABLE 1 
ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES CONCERNING THE CONTENT 
OF THE IEP BY LEVELS OF AGREEMENT 
HIGH LEVEL OF AGREEMENT 
Questions % Agreement Number of Respondents 
1. The IEP was a written educational program 
based on the child's present level of 
performance. 100 
2. Long term objectives were not required in 
the IEP. 100 
3. The IEP stated the amount of time that a 
child would participate in the regular 
education program. 90 
4. Special instruction materials that would 
be used as a part of the child's educa¬ 
tion were indicated in the IEP. 100 
5. A copy of the IEP was signed by the 
parent or guardian of each child for 
whom the plan was composed. 100 
6. Appropriate evaluation procedures that 
were to be used to assess the child's 










The last question in this category elicited a 90 
percent level of agreement among the respondents in 
answering the following question: The IEP stated the 
amount of time that a child would participate in the 
regular education program. 
A positive response to the foregoing questions 
was interpreted to mean that the respondents wrote the 
IEP according to the provisions of Public Law 94-142. 
The fact that over 87 percent of the teachers surveyed 
highly agreed with the statements suggest that the IEP's 
prepared by the teachers were in accordance with the 
provisions of the law. 
Moderate Level of Agreement 
A moderate level of agreement was recorded for 
only one of the nine questions on the content of the 
IEP. An analysis of the data revealed 82 percent of 
the respondents agreed with this statement: The IEP 
did not state the amount of time that special educa¬ 
tion and related services would be provided for the 
child (see table 2). The finding is interpreted to 
mean that of the teachers surveyed, 82 percent of the 
teachers understood that P. L. 94-142 requires the 
IEP to contain the amount of time that special educa¬ 
tion and related services are provided for the child. 
However, it is important to note, that 18 percent of 
the teachers surveyed do not understand that the IEP 
TABLE 2 
ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES CONCERNING THE CONTENT 
OF THE IEP BY LEVELS OF AGREEMENT 
MODERATE LEVEL OF AGREEMENT 
Question % Agreement Number of Respondents 
1. The IEP did not state the amount of time 
that special education and related ser¬ 
vices would be provided for the child. 81 32 
u> _ 
LOW LEVEL OF AGREEMENT 
Questions     % Agreement Number of Respondents 
1. Only special education and related services 
were stated in the IEP. 64 25 
2. The name of the person or persons who would 
provide the special education and related 
services was written in the IEP. 72 28 
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should contain the time that special education and re¬ 
lated services will be provided for the child. It is 
concluded that at least 18 percent of the respondents 
did not implement the content of the IEP as stated in 
Public Law 94-142. 
Low Level of Agreement 
Two questions in this category elicited a low 
level of agreement (see table 2). The questions 
were : Only special education and related services 
were stated in the IEP; and the name of the person or 
persons who would provide the special education and 
related services was written in the IEP. The first 
question elicited a response of 64 percent. The re¬ 
sponses suggest that 64 percent of the teachers sur¬ 
veyed understand that the IEP is not limited to special 
education and related services, and that all services 
provided for the child should be written in the IEP. 
However, the finding is interpreted to mean that 36 
percent of the teachers surveyed do not understand 
that all the special education and related services 
provided for the child should be written in the IEP. 
This finding indicates 36 percent of the teachers 
surveyed are not implementing the content of the IEP 
as stated in P. L. 94-142. 
The second question in this category elicited 
a response of 72 percent. An interpretation of the 
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finding indicates that 72 percent of the teachers sur¬ 
veyed understand that the name of the person who will 
provide the special education and related services 
should be written in the IEP. Thus, it appears that 
28 percent of the teachers do not understand that P. L. 
94-142 requires that the name of the person, who is to 
provide the special and related services, be written 
in the IEP. 
An Analysis of Responses Concerning 
the Development of the IEP 
by Levels of Agreement 
High Level of Agreement 
There were eleven questions which were related to 
the development of the IEP. Out of the eleven questions, 
there was a high level of agreement among five of the 
questions (see Table 3). The response range for this 
category was from a low of 86 percent to a high of 100 
percent. The range of responses to the five questions 
indicate that of the thirty-nine teachers surveyed, 
over 85 percent of the teachers highly agreed with 
the five questions. Data revealed that all of the 
thirty-nine teachers surveyed agreed with the following 
two questions : Parents or guardians were provided an 
opportunity to participate in the development of the 
child's IEP; and the IEP was written of a single child. 
Data analysis also revealed that there was a 95 percent 
TABLE 3 
ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES CONCERNING THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF THE IEP BY LEVELS OF AGREEMENT 
HIGH LEVEL OF AGREEMENT 
Questions % Agreement Number of Respondents 
1. Parents or guardinans were provided an 
opportunity to participate in the 
development of the child's IEP. 100 39 
2. The IEP was written for a single child. 100 39 
3. An IEP was developed or revised for every 
handicapped child early in the school 
year. 90 35 
4. An IEP was designed to assure that the 
special needs of the child were actually 
37 delivered. 95 
5. The IEP is an instructional plan and not 
a management tool. 87 34 
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level of agreement on the following question: An IEP 
was designed to assure that the special needs of the 
child were actually delivered. Further, an analysis 
of the data revealed that 90 percent of the respondents 
agreed with this statement: An IEP was revised for 
every handicapped child early in the school year. 
Finally, the last question in this category elicited 
an 87 percent level of agreement. 
A high level of response to the foregoing questions 
was interpreted to mean several things. First, the 
teachers surveyed understood that Public Law 94-142 
states that steps should be taken to assure that one or 
both of the parents or guardians of the child are af¬ 
forded the opportunity to participate in developing 
the child's IEP. Secondly, the teacher surveyed under¬ 
stood that an IEP should be written for only one child 
and not a group of children. Thirdly, the teachers 
surveyed understood that the child who is to receive 
special education services should have an IEP written 
for him early in the school year. Fourthly, the 
teachers surveyed understood that the IEP is written 
to assure that when a child requires special education, 
the special education designed for him is appropriate 
to his special learning needs. Finally, the teachers 
surveyed did not understand how the content of the 
IEP was to be used. Of the teachers surveyed, 87 
percent agreed that the IEP is an instructional plan 
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and not a management tool. The provisions of Public 
Law 94-142 state that the IEP is a management tool 
that is designed to assure that, when a child requires 
special education, that special education designed is 
actually delivered and monitored. 
The responses to the first four statemetns in 
this category suggest that the teachers surveyed de¬ 
veloped their IEP's according to the provisions stated 
in Public Law 94-142. However, the response to the 
last statement suggests that the teachers surveyed 
deveveloped their IEP's to be used as an instructional 
plan and not as a management tool as stated in Public 
Law 94-142. It is concluded that out of the thirty- 
nine teachers who responded to this statement that only 
13 percent of the teachers understood that the IEP is 
a management tool. 
Moderate Level of Agreement 
A moderate level of agreement was recorded for two 
of the eleven items on the development of the IEP. An 
analysis of the data revealed that the first statement 
elicited a response of 85 percent. This response suggests 
that of the 39 teachers surveyed, 85 percent of the 
teachers agreed that the IEP was developed in a group 
meeting. A positive response to the statement is inter¬ 
preted to mean that 85 percent of the teachers surveyed 
understood that the provisions of Public Law 94-142 
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state that a child's IEP must be developed in a group 
meeting and not by a single person. Therefore, it 
appears that 15% of the teachers surveyed do not under¬ 
stand that the IEP must be developed in a group meeting. 
Data analysis also revealed that the second statement 
in this category elicited a response of 79 percent. 
The finding is interpreted to mean that 79 percent of 
the teachers surveyed agreed that the person who 
actually wrote the child's IEP was the special educa¬ 
tion teacher. It must be noted that the provisions of 
Public Law 94-142 do not stipulate who will actually 
write the child's IEP. However, the finding suggests 
that 79 percent of the teachers surveyed perceive the 
special education teacher as the person who actually 
writes the child's IEP. (see table 4) 
Low Level of Agreement 
There were four statements that elicited a low 
level of agreement on the development of the IEP. 
The responses range for this category was from a low 
of 56 percent to a high of 70 percent. The range of 
responses indicate that out of the thirty-nine teachers 
surveyed, less than 70 percent of the teachers surveyed 
agreed with the statement. More specifically, data 
analysis indicate that 59 percent of the teachers 
surveyed agreed that there were only four persons who 
were required by law to be involved in the development 
TABLE 4 
ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES CONCERNING THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF THE IEP BY LEVELS OF AGREEMENT 
MODERATE LEVEL OF AGREEMENT 
Questions % Agreement Number of Respondents 
1. The IEP was developed in a group meeting 85 33 
2. The teacher who actually wrote the child's 
IEP was the special education teacher. 79 31 
LOW LEVEL OF AGREEMENT 
Ouestions % Agreement Number of Respondents 
1. There were only four persons who were 
required by law to be involved in the 
development of the IEP. 59 23 
2. Each child's IEP was not evaluated by a 
committee. 57 26 
3. Parents or guardians provided helpful 




4. All of the child's teachers participated 
in developing the IEP 56 
22 
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of the IEP. An interpretation of the finding indicate 
that 59 percent of the teachers surveyed understood 
that the law requires that a representative of the 
local educational agency, the parent, the teacher and 
when appropriate, the child be involved in developing 
the IEP. The finding suggests that 41 percent of the 
teachers surveyed do not know what persons are to be 
involved in developing the child's IEP. Data analysis 
also indicate that 67 percent of the teachers surveyed 
agreed that each child's IEP was not evaluated by a 
committee. The finding is interpreted to mean that 
67 percent of the teachers did not understand that the 
child's IEP was supposed to have been evaluated by a 
committee. The finding suggests that these teachers 
did not develop their IEP's according to provisions 
stated in Public Law 94-142. An interpretation of the 
analysis also indicates that 33 percent of the respondents 
understood that the IEP was to be evaluated by a com¬ 
mittee. The finding indicates that these respondents 
developed their IEP's in accordance with the provisions 
of P. L. 94-142. Further, data analysis revealed that 
64 percent of the respondents agreed that parents or 
guardians provided helpful information about the child 
for developing the child's IEP. An interpretation of 
the finding suggest that the information parents gave 
concerning the child was helpful when developing the 
child's IEP. The finding suggests that parents 
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involvement for developing the child's IEP is necessary 
to assure that the special needs of the child are served. 
However, the findings also indicate that 36 percent of 
the teachers surveyed do not perceive the parents as 
providing helpful information about the child. The 
finding suggests that the teachers do not use information 
provided by the parents to develop their IEP's. Finally 
data analysis reveals that 56 percent of the respondents 
agreed that all of the child's teachers participated 
in developing the IEP. An interpretation of the findings 
suggest that 56 percent of the teachers surveyed involve 
all of the child's teachers when writing an IEP for the 
child. However, the law requires that at least one of 
the child's teachers be involved in developing the IEP. 
An interpretation of the finding also suggest that 44 
percent of the teachers surveyed do not perceive all of 
the child's teachers involved in developing the child's 
IEP. 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
It is apparent that the Handicapped Rights Movement 
influenced the landmark of federal legislation. A series 
of legislative hearings in both Washington, D. C. and 
elsewhere around the country had a great effect on amend¬ 
ing the Education of the Handicapped Amendments of 1974. 
The impact of the hearings lead Congress to realize 
that children with handicaps in the United States were 
being excluded entirely from receiving a public educa¬ 
tion solely on the basis of their handicaps; that over 
half of the estimated eight million handicapped children 
in this country were not receiving the appropriate 
educational services they needed; and that children 
with handicaps were still being placed in inappropriate 
educational settings. Thus, Congress began to see the 
need to have the needs of each handicapped child 
clearly met by programs tailored for them. This issue 
was a very important one in the struggle to secure the 
educational rights of handicapped children, because it 
was possible for a child to have access to an educa¬ 
tional program without that education benefiting the 
child. Consequently, an attendant issue to appropriate 
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education for the handicapped was to meet the individual 
educational needs of each handicapped child. The findings 
of the hearings informed Congress of the discriminatory 
evaluation procedures affecting handicapped children. 
As a result of the findings, Public Law 94-142 
addresses the well documented and research problem of 
discriminatory evaluation. The policy directive con¬ 
tained in P. L. 94-142 are straightforward and clear 
in their intent to remedy these negative practices 
that have had impact not only upon minority group chil¬ 
dren but also upon some handicapped children. 
To deal with the past problems of inappropriate 
educational services being provided to children with 
handicaps, the Congress included as a major requirement 
that each child be provided with a written Individualized 
Education Program (IEP). The IEP is the central building 
block to understanding and effectively complying with 
the Act. Implementation of P. L. 94-142 will be de¬ 
termined by the success with which the IEP is developed. 
The purpose of the study was to determine the im¬ 
pact of teacher perception on the implementation of 
the IEP. The study was conducted on the assumption 
that the success of P. L. 94-142 would be determined 
in part by the degree to which special education 
teachers responsible for handicapped children appro¬ 
priately implement the IEP. Furthermore, it was 
assumed that the legislative intent of P. L. 94-142 
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could be frustrated by the teacher's failure to coop¬ 
erate in the production of the IEP. 
The study of thirty-nine BEH trainees who attended 
Atlanta University for the years 1972-1977 revealed that 
the majority of the teachers were implementing and co¬ 
operating in producing the IEP in accordance with the 
provisions in P. L. 94-142. The BEH trainees were 
questioned about the content of the IEP they produced 
and the developmental process which yielded the IEP. 
The responses given by the teachers surveyed revealed 
that the majority of teachers had produced the IEP 
according to the provisions in P. L. 94-142. 
An analysis based on levels of agreement indi¬ 
cated that the teachers produced the content and the 
development of the IEP in accordance with P. L. 94-142. 
High levels of agreement were recorded for the BEH 
trainees on both the content and the development of 
the IEP. Over 87 percent of the teachers surveyed 
were in agreement on six out of nine of the items con¬ 
cerning the content of the IEP. Similar patterns of 
agreement were recorded for the development of the IEP. 
Over 85 percent of the teachers surveyed agreed 
on five to eleven items on the development of the IEP. 
A significant finding with reference to the develop¬ 
ment of the IEP was the following: Over 87 percent of 
the teachers surveyed agreed that the IEP is an 
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instructional plan and not a management tool. According 
to P. L. 94-142, the IEP is a management tool that is 
designed to assure that when a child requires special 
education that the education designed for him is actually 
delivered and monitoried. This finding suggests that 
even though the majority of teachers surveyed understood 
the content of the IEP and how to develop it, most of 
the teachers do not perceive the IEP as a tool to insure 
that the child actually receives the services included 
in the IEP. However, the fact that the management pro¬ 
cess is related to the administrative functions of the 
IEP suggest that proper communication between admin¬ 
istrators and teachers with reference to the utilization 
of the IEP would resolve this problem. 
Low levels of agreement were recorded for only 
two items on the content of the IEP. These findings 
indicate that a sizeable number or 36 percent of the 
teachers surveyed do not understand that the special 
education and related services provided for the child 
should be written in the IEP. In additions 21 percent 
of the teachers surveyed do not understand that the 
name of the person who is to provide the special educa¬ 
tion and related services should be included in the IEP. 
Each of these findings may be related to the fact that 
the majority of the teachers surveyed did not compre¬ 
hend the management function of the IEP. This con¬ 
clusion seems warranted because the inclusion of the 
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services provided to the child and the name of the 
person providing the services are management tools de¬ 
signed to assure accountability for the delivery of 
special education and related services. 
Low levels of agreement were also recorded for 
four statements on the development of the IEP. The 
findings revealed that a significant number of the 
teachers surveyed do not understand the following: 
41 percent of the teachers do not know exactly who 
should be involved in developing the child's IEP ; 
67 percent of the teachers did not understand that a 
committee should produce the IEP. The findings in this 
category also suggest that 36 percent of the teachers 
did not consider the information provided by parent 
or guardians useful in developing the IEP. This finding 
indicates that many teachers may have been ignoring 
valuable information that may have informed the quality 
of a child's IEP. 
The major conclusion reached from the study is 
that the majority of BEH trainees surveyed are cor¬ 
rectly implementing the IEP and that their actions 
should not frustrate the legislative intent of P. L. 
94-142. The BEH trainee's understanding of the IEP 






Your name is not to appear on this confidential re¬ 
sponse. This questionnaire is for the program purposes 
of Atlanta University, Department of Special Education. 
However, it is most important to determine your present 
role. Therefore, in the list below, please check the 
term that most nearly fits your present position: 





  MR 
  BD 
  LD 
  Interrelated 




Other (be specific) 
This instrument includes a series of statements re¬ 
late to P. L. 94-142 (the Handicapped Children's Act). 
On the scale above place an X at the point at which 
you estimate the implementation in your educational 
setting for each of the items. 
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IEP QUESTIONNAIRE 
SA - Strongly Agree D - Disagree 
A - Agree SD - Strongley Disagree 
1. The IEP was a written education al program based on 
the child's present level of performance. 
SA A D SD 
2. Parents or guardians were provided an opportunity to 
participate in the development of the child's IEP. 
SA A D SD 
3. The IEP was developed in a group meeting. 
SA A D SD 
4. Only special education and related services were 
stated in the IEP. 
SA A D SD 
5. There were only 4 persons who were required by law 
to be involved in the development of the IEP. 
SA A D SD 
6. The IEP was written for a single child. 
SA A D SD 
7. Long term objectives were not required in the IEP. 
SA A D SD 
8. An IEP was developed or revised for every handi¬ 
capped child early in the school year. 
SA A D SD 
9. Each child's IEP was not evaluated by a committee. 
SA A D SD 
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IEP QUESTIONNAIRE (continued) 
10. An IEP was designed to assure that the special 
needs of the child were actually delivered. 
SA A D SD 
11. The IEP stated the amount of time that a child 
would participate in the regular educational 
program. 
SA A D SD 
12. Parents or guardians provided helpful information 
about the child for developing the child's IEP. 
SA A D SD 
13. Appropriate evaluation procedures that were to be 
used to assess a child's performance were written 
in the IEP. 
SA A D SD 
14. The IEP did not state the amount of time that 
special education and related services would be 
provided for the child. 
SA A D SD 
15. The name of the person or persons who would pro¬ 
vide the special education and related services was 
written in the IEP. 
SA A D SD 
16. Specific instructional materials that would be 
used as a part of the child's education were 
indicated in the IEP. 
SA A D SD 
17. All of the child's teachers participated in de¬ 
veloping the IEP. 
SA A D SD 
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IEP QUESTIONNAIRE (continued) 
18. The IEP is an instructional plan and not a manage¬ 
ment tool. 
SA A D SD 
19. The teacher who actually wrote the child's IEP was 
the special education teacher. 
SA A D SD 
20. A copy of the IEP was signed by the parent or 
guardian of each child for whom the plan was com- 
poased. 
SA A D SD 
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